These four examples of prayers, all using forms of the verb 3Eopau, leave no doubt as to the good intentions of the persons offering them, and strongly indicate that the Morgantina tabellae, which employ very similar wording, were offered under similar circumstances and with similar intentions, and therefore are not tabellae defixionum. Although the Morgantina tabellae use compounds of S'Xopca: 7rorrs•xoat c and ,rapasExoAat?, neither of the compounds is far removed in meaning from SiXo/Aac and certainly has no pejorative sense.
It should be noted that whereas the prayers mentioned supra employ imperative forms of the verb, the Morgantina tabellae in three instances use the second person future.12 The futures are readily understandable as alternates for the imperative. 13 Only one of the Morgantina tabellae seems definitely to have been intended as a curse: raI 'Ep/,a 0eo' KaraXO 
.... ov
It is important to note the change of verb here. The normal mild verb has been abandoned in favor of one which is strong and unambiguous. Otherwise, the tablet seems to follow a formula characteristic of the Morgantina tabellae. It is not disturbing to find this one tabella defixionis mixed in with pious prayers which are of an entirely different purpose and tone. Nor is it alarming to find pious prayers written on lead and burnt, in the manner of tabellae defixionum. Both pious prayers and curses are directed to the same underworld gods, and therefore their form and place of deposit would be expected to be the same. The only difference between a pious prayer and a curse is the intent of the person offering it, and the intent can only be discovered from the wording of the prayer.
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12 Of the remaining three legible, or partially legible, tablets, two employ the aorist imperative, and the verb is completely lost on the third tablet. 
GREEK KOUROI AND EGYPTIAN METHODS
In the Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 1o7:1 (1963) 6o-8i, Rudolf Anthes published a paper on "Affinity and Difference between Egyptian and Greek Sculpture and Thought in the Seventh and Sixth Centuries B.c." With remarkable modesty he stated at oncel that he was "transgressing his limits" in making comments on the Greek side of the picture, and invited the reader to react accordingly. These notes are an answer to the invitation, and need hardly be prefaced by the warning that they claim no authority on the Egyptian side of the question: they represent at best only partial answers and suggestions to some of the many interesting points raised by Professor Anthes.
As I understand the paper, Anthes tries to establish that the archaic Greeks were indebted to the Egyptians only in an indirect and relative way. And as Egyptian thought was alien to the Greek mind and had to be rejected or adapted, so their intellectual approach to sculpture was equally unsatisfactory to the "realistic" Ionians, who adopted only Egyptian manual techniques and used Egyptian art "as a background rather than an example for their own work."2 In confirmation of this point of view Anthes quotes the passage of Diodorus Siculus (1.98.5-9) in which it is told how Telekles and Theodoros made a statue "in the Egyptian manner," each fashioning only half of the figure, but in such a precise way that the two parts joined exactly, though one had been executed in Samos and the other in Ephesos.
This passage, with its mention of an Egyptian division of statues into twenty-one and one-fourth parts, has long been controversial. C. H. Oldfather, in his translation of Diodorus, took it to mean that the Egyptian method of working--"practised nowhere among the Greeks"-consisted in making a statue of separate parts, or more specifically in two halves, as contrasted with the Greek approach to the statue as a whole. Yet he was aware of the difficulty of the text, and quoted Heinrich Schaifer's remarks and translation in support of his own.3 A different interpretation was given by Casson,4 who, following Kluge's explanation of the sand-casting method in bronze,5 read Diodorus' passage as a slightly confused account of the process. For this technique of making a bronze statue requires that a wooden model be carved and an impression of it in sand be taken in two halves (to permit the removal of the wood from the mold). The two sections of the mold are then joined together around a rough clay core and the statue is cast as a whole. However it is now more generally believed that the two Samian sculptors cast their bronzes by the lost-wax process, as implied by Pausanias (8.14.8).
Anthes proposes a new approach. He maintains that Diodorus' emphasis on the "non-Greek" procedure followed by Telekles and Theodoros refers not to the actual making of the statue in two halves, but to the adoption of the strict system of proportions employed by the Egyptians, which, once the unit of measure was agreed upon, allowed different sculptors to work sepa-1 Anthes, op.cit. 6o. rately on different parts of the statue with perfect results. In this fashion, Egyptians made their statue according to a specific, though perhaps unrealistic, canon, and therefore justified Diodorus' comment that "with them the correct proportions of the statues are not fixed in accordance with the appearance (of the human body: phantasia) which presents itself to the eyes, as is done among the Greeks."6 This explanation takes into account the results of recent studies by Iversen,7 showing that the Egyptians, in carving a statue, used a grid based on a division of the standing human figure in twenty-one and one-fourth parts. Anthes readily admits that the Greeks also used a grid of sorts, but believes that its function (as for the Egyptians of the second millennium B.c.) was as an aid to drawing identical forms on two different sides of a block. In the first millennium, when the Greeks learned their technique, he assumes instead that the Egyptians themselves employed the grid in a different fashion: as a network for locating points in the interior of the block.8
On the basis of Anthes' explanation, one would infer that the archaic Greeks did not use standard proportions. Yet Iversen has shown that exactly the same ratio went into an early Greek kouros as that based on the contemporary Egyptian grid system.9 We possess no literary reference to an established archaic canon, but it is logical to assume that one, or several, must have existed, not only on the basis of actual calculations and comparisons with Egyptian works, but also on account of the great propensity for numbers displayed by the Greeks. The fifth century B.c. surely knew "measured" statues. Polykleitos established his own canon with the Doryphoros, and even Lysippos in the fourth century, Pliny tells us, though introducing slenderer proportions, "diligentissime custodiit [symmetriam] nova intactaque ratione quadratas veterum staturas permutando" (NH 34.65). Why, therefore, Diodorus' insistence that the Greeks did not use a canon of proportions but followed "phantasia"? 10 I submit that the answer to this apparent difficulty can be found in that same passage of Pliny quoted above. It continues in fact: "(Lysippus) vulgoque dicebat ab illis factos quales essent homines, a se quales viderentur esse."-"and he often said that the difference between himself and them (the older artists) was that they represented men as they were, and he as they appeared to be."" These Latin words, difficult to interpret as they may be, seem to me the direct echo of Diodorus' Greek: 7rap' IKElvoL~ (the Egyptians) yap OVK a7rT 7Tn) KaCT Diodorus' passage should therefore be understood to mean that the sixth-century masters Telekles and Theodoros made their statues according to the Egyptian canon of proportions; his remarks about the lack of such standard measurements among the Greeks should be taken to refer, not to archaic, but to Hellenistic contemporary procedures.
We can thus understand why, in Diodorus' description, the finished product of Telekles and Theodoros, though allegedly made in a non-Greek fashion, seems to correspond closely to our definition of an archaic male statue, "for the most part similar to those of 6 Anthes' translation, based on Oldfather's text, op.cit. 66. Egypt, as having the arms stretched stiffly down the sides and the legs separated in a stride."13 Anthes points out that the similarity between a kouros and an Egyptian male figure is only superficial. In particular, the Egyptian posture, with the body in a line with the weight leg and the forward leg at a considerable distance from the other, is seen as quite different from the even balancing of the body on both legs of the kouroi. I venture to suggest that a technical reason may lie behind this difference. The Egyptian usually approached his work with full understanding of the limitations of stone, and therefore did not endeavor to carve away the "screen" between the outstretched left leg and the body, nor the rear surface of the block, against which the statue stood. In consequence his figures adhered closely to this background, thus tilting their balance backward; likewise, because of the relief-like carving of the forward leg, a bold extension of the limb was possible. On the contrary, the Greek sculptor, conceiving his statue as fully in the round, removed the back pillar and tried to free the limbs of his figure from any connecting "membrane" of stone. As a result his kouroi, unable to lean backward against a non-existing support, had to balance their weight on their two legs. Similarly their left legs, carved entirely in the round, could not be stretched too far forward, to prevent breakage. The final result of these modifications is that the kouroi have a more natural aspect than the Egyptian statues, fully in keeping with the Greek propensity for anatomical analysis and imitation of human forms; and it may well be that these solutions to material difficulties were found because of such propensity; but Anthes tends to stress the latter element, while I feel that both factors-the mental approach and the technical requirements--played an equally important role.
In summary: I believe that Anthes' new interpretation of Diodorus' passage is correct, and that the Greek writer, when stressing the dissimilarity between the Egyptian and the Greek methods of working, is actually referring to a difference in approaches: an Egyptian, intellectual approach, based on strict and artificial measurements, as against a Greek, more naturalistic rendering of a human figure according to its appearance in real life. But while Anthes maintains that Diodorus' remark is correct and that a Greek kouros is basically different from an Egyptian male figure, I believe that whatever difference is apparent stems from technical strictures rather than intentional modifications. The contradiction thus implicit in Diodorus' words might be explained by assuming that he is judging Greek sculpture as it was made, not in the 
